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THE ATTITUDE OF THE EEVISED VERSION TOWARD THE 
TEXTUAL CRITICISM OF THE OLD TESTAMENT. 

By Professor Charles A. Briggs, D. D., 

Union Theological Seminary, New York City. 



The Eevision of the so-called Authorized English Version was carried on 
subject to the following rule respecting the original text : 4. " That the Text to 
be adopted be that for which the evidence is decidedly preponderating ; and that 
when the Text so adopted differs from that from which the Authorized Version 
was made, the alteration be indicated in the margin." This rule was for the guid- 
ance of the Old Testament Company, as well as the New Testament Company. 
The New Testament Company gave heed to the rule, and adopted the following 
principles for carrying it into effect : 

"A revision of the Greek text was the necessary foundation of our work; 
but it did not fall within our province to construct a continuous and complete 
Greek text. In many cases the English rendering was considered to represent 
correctly either of two competing readings in the Greek, and then the question of 
the text was usually not raised. A sufficiently laborious task remained in decid- 
ing between the rival claims of various readings which might properly affect the 

translation The fourth rule was in effect an instruction to follow the 

authority of documentary evidence without deference to any printed text of mod- 
ern times, and therefore to employ the best resources of criticism for estimating 

the value of evidence Many places still remain in which, for the present, it 

would not be safe to accept one reading to the absolute exclusion of others. In 
these cases we have given alternative readings in the margin, wherever they seem 
to be of sufficient importance or interest to deserve notice ". 

These principles are sound and reliable. The New Testament Company have 
achieved great success in working them out with conscientious care and pains- 
taking accuracy. 

"We see no sufficient reasons why the same principles should not have been 
followed by the Old Testament Companies. A revision of the Hebrew text " was 
a necessary foundation of their work." They ought to have decided "between 
the rival claims of various readings which might properly affect the translation." 



66 Hebkaica. 

They were bound by the fourth rule, no less than the New Testament Company, 
"to follow the authority of documentary evidence without deference to any 
printed text of modern times;" and to employ "the best resources of criticism 
for estimating the value of the evidence." 

But the Old Testament Company took another view of their duty. They say, 
' The task of the Revisers has been much simpler than that which the New 
Testament Company had before them." It has been simpler, because they have 
emptied rule 4 of its meaning. They have not regarded a revision of the Hebrew 
text as "the neeessary foundation of their work." If they had done so, they 
would have found their task vastly harder than that of the New Testament Com- 
pany. They have simplified their task by neglecting the rule under which they 
were appointed to make the Revision. 

They did not seek a revision of the Hebrew text, but adopted the Massoretie 
text as a Textus Beceptus. They declined to follow the authority of documentary 
evidence, but adopted as their foundation the same Hebrew text essentially as 
that upon which the Revisers of 1611 built. But they fail to tell us what they 
mean by Massoretie Textus Beceptus. Ginsburg is of the opinion that " the editio 
princeps of Jacob ben Chajim's Rabbinic Bible (Venice, 1525-26) — alone is the 
authoritative Massoretie edition of the Hebrew Scriptures, as no reliance is to be 
placed on the successive reprints." If the Revisers had adopted this text as a 
foundation, they would have given us a definite basis; but when they inform us 
" with regard to the variations in the Massoretie text itself, the Revisers have 
endeavored to translate what appeared to, them to be the best reading in the 
text, and where the alternative reading seemed sufficiently probable or important, 
they have placed it in the margin," we cannot determine whether they mean any 
more than the variants of the Massora of the Rabbinical Bibles, or whether they 
mean the variants in the Hebrew manuscripts. They make no reference to docu- 
mentary authorities in dealing with the Massoretie text ; and they give the im- 
pression, from their statement and from their work, that they did not seek even a 
revised Massoretie text. It is well known that the Massoretie text needs thor- 
ough revision. Ginsburg has not yet completed his monumental work of collect- 
ing and digesting the Massoretie material. He tells us : 

" Of all the MSS. which I have collated for the last twenty years for a new 
edition of the Massorah, and a correct Massoretie text of the Hebrew Bible, I 
have not found two alike, containing exactly the same Massorah.. .My experience 
has shown me that each scribe has selected a larger or smaller quantity of Masso- 
retie materials for the MS. he annotated, corresponding to the sum which he got 
for doing the work to edit the Massorah and to compile a glossary of its tech- 
nicalities, it is absolutely necessary to collate all the accessible biblical MSS." 

Baer's revision of the Massoretie text is still far from completion, and far 
from satisfactory. The Babylonian Codex has been used by him only in part, and 
other ancient Hebrew MSS. still remain uncollated. 
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If the Revisers had considered a revised Massoretic text as " the necessary 
foundation of their work " and had decided between the rival claims of various 
readings, following the authority of documentary evidence so far as their work of 
translation required it, after the example of the New Testament Company, they 
would have rendered an invaluable service to the Christian world. But it appears 
that they neglected to do even this. They tell us, " The Massoretic text of the 
Old Testament Scriptures has come down to us in MSS. which are of no very great 
antiquity, and which all belong to the same family or recension;" and yet they 
appear not to have weighed the documentary evidence of these MSS., and to have 
failed to secure a correct Massoretic text of this one recension. They have taken 
into consideration certain variants in the Massoretic text ; but they do not tell us 
of any standard by which these variants were measured, or of the extent to which 
the consideration of the variants was carried. 

What, then, has the Revision accomplished for the Textual criticism of the 
Old Testament? 

" The Revisers have thought it most prudent to adopt the Massoretic text as 
the basis of their work, and to depart from it, as the Authorized Translators had 
■done, only in exceptional cases." The Textual criticism is therefore confined to 
exceptional cases. But in these exceptional cases there is great difference of opin- 
ion among the Revisers. 

" In some few instances of extreme difficulty a reading has been adopted on 
the authority of the Ancient Versions, and the departure from the Massoretic 
text recorded in the margin. In other cases, where the versions appeared to sup- 
ply a very probable though not so necessary a correction of the text, the text has 
been left and the variation indicated in the margin only." 

The margin contains the greater number of departures from the Massoretic 
text. The version itself contains very few of them. The American Revisers, 
however, in their Appendix, assume a different attitude when they say, " Omit 
from the margin all renderings from the LXX., Vulgate, and other Ancient Ver- 
sions or ' authorities '," and take exception to several of the very few departures 
from the Massoretic text contained in the Revision. Dr. Chambers, a member of 
the American company, defends this attitude on the ground that — 

" All these references had in them too much of the uncertain, conjectural 
and arbitrary, to be entitled to a place in the margin, as if they had some portion 
of intrinsic authority. We are not sure, in any case, that the makers of these 
versions did not follow their own notion of what the text ought to be, rather than 
that which they found in the codices before them. And conjectural emendations 
are of no value." 

Dr. Green, the chairman of the American Old Testament Company, after 
magnifying the difficulties in the way of the Textual criticism of the Old Testa- 
ment, and showing how little has been accomplished, says : 
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" In this condition of affairs, the American Company felt that the best thing 
to do, in relation to the text, was to do nothing. When competent scholars shall 
have fully elaborated the problem before them, we shall be prepared to accept 
their results, so far as they are satisfactorily established. But until they have 
made it clear that we can, with safety and advantage, depart from the text tradi- 
tionally preserved with such marvelous care and accuracy, we shall adhere to it 
as, for the present at least, the best that is attainable, getting along with its hard 
places as well as we can, and never setting it aside unless from imperative neces- 
sity." 

We thus have clearly before us three attitudes represented in the Old Testa- 
ment Company with reference to departures from the Massoretic text : (1) The 
margin represents the opinion of the more advanced scholars that the Ancient 
Versions should be used, with some measure of freedom, to ascertain the original 
Hebrew text; (2) The Revision represents the official opinion of the English 
Company that, in " instances of extreme difficulty," a reading should be adopted 
from the Ancient Versions ; (3) The American Revisers object to all reference to 
the Ancient Versions as authorities, and will depart from the Massoretic text 
only "from imperative necessity." 

We shall rise from the consideration of what has been done, to an apprehen- 
sion of what ought to have been done. 

The Massoretic text has the three constituent parts, — consonant text, text 
pointed with vowels, and accented text. We shall consider these in the reversed 
order. 

(1) The Massoretic system of accentuation was devised partly for the division 
of the sentences into sections in accordance with the sense, but chiefly for cantil- 
lation in the synagogues. There are three distinct systems : (1) The Babylonian, 
as presented in the most ancient Hebrew MSS. now at St. Petersburg, which give 
the same system of accents to all the Old Testament Books ; (2) The Palestinian 
system, which is more elaborate and artificial, and which was used for all the 
books except Psalms, Job and Proverbs ; (3) The Palestinian Poetic system, which 
is more concise, but still more artificial ; it is confined to the three books, Psalms, 
Job and Proverbs. An order of development is shown, in passing from the Baby- 
lonian points through the Palestinian prose system to the Palestinian poetic sys- 
tem. But even the Babylonian system shows traces of a long previous develop- 
ment, which was based upon the system of cantillation in the Syriac churches. 

"The introduction of these musical signs was, in all probability, simulta- 
neous with that of the vowel signs— an improvement in which, too, the Syrians 
had led the way. The one notation fixed the traditional pronunciation of each 
word, the other its traditional modulation. The two together furnished the need- 
ful direction to the Reader for the correct recitation of the sacred text" 
(Wickes, p. 2). 

The earliest MSS. certainly known to us have the Babylonian system. If 
we had still earlier MSS., we might have a still earlier and simpler system. If 
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•we should go back to the MSS. upon which the Ancient Versions were based, we 
"would find no accents whatever, except the simple divisions such as are to be seen 
in the Samaritan codex. The English Company, in their Massoretic text, adopt 
the Palestinian system of accentuation which is found in the Rabbinical Bibles 
and in the printed editions generally, except in the Complutensian Polyglott. 

(a) The American Revisers differ from the English Revisers in Dan. ix., 25. 
The English Revisers follow the Massoretic accents, and read, " Unto the anointed 
one, the prince, shall be seven weeks : and three-score and two weeks, it shall be 
built again," etc. The American Bevisers disregard the accents, and read, 
■" Seven weeks, and three-score weeks and two weeks : it shall be," etc. Dr. 
Green (in Presbyterian Journal, June 25) says : 

"The most serious alteration, to my mind, in the entire Old Testament, is 
the famous passage of the seventy weeks, in Dan., ch. ix Instead of the semi- 
colon after threescore and two weeks, the text of the Be vision punctuates 
after seven weeks. This is in accordance with the Massoretic interpunction, 
which, however, in so difficult a prophecy, need not be decisive. It absolutely 
closes the door to the Messianic interpretation," etc. 

This, then, is what Dr. Green regards as an "imperative necessity." The 
necessity springs from the desire to preserve the "Messianic interpretation." It 
is not a necessity of documentary evidence, or of the authority. of Versions, but 
purely internal evidence which is offered for the departure from the Massoretic 
text, — and this of a somewhat slender kind. 

Moreover, this change is not necessary for the preservation of the Messianic 
interpretation. Keil, Kleifoth, and others, adhere to the accents, and yet are firm 
in their Messianic interpretation. One fails to see any "imperative necessity" 
for a departure from the text here, such as would be recognized either by the 
science of Textual criticism, or the rules of Hermeneutics. 

Textual criticism has its well defined laws. The three great principles, well 
nigh universally admitted, are, (1) The reading which lies at the root of all the 
variations, and best explains them, is to be preferred ; (2) The most difficult read- 
ing is more likely to be correct ; (3) The reading most in accordance with the con- 
text, and especially with the style and usage of the author and his times, is to be 
preferred. These principles were employed by the New Testament Company. 
Why were they not employed by the Old Testament Company ? There is nothing 
capricious about them. They are well tried, and lead to positive and solid results. 

(6) In the matter of the accents, the Bevisers do not always follow the docu- 
mentary authority of the Hebrew manuscripts. They render Ps. xix., 13 : 

" Keep back they servant also from presumptuous sins ; 
Let them not have dominion over me : then shall I be perfect, 
And I shall be clear from great transgression." 
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The best MSS. divide verse 13 at >% by the 'Olev'jored. The documentary 
evidence is supported by the internal evidence of the parallelism, which had al- 
ready influenced Ewald, Hitzig, Bickell, Ley, and others, to arrange — 

Tl ytrso wpji orm TN* 

(c) In Isa. liv., 9, the current Palestinian accentuation is |"0 *0~*3 ( s0 Baer). 
But the Babylonian Codex and other Hebrew MSS. read |fJ *D*D > and these 
are sustained by the Peshitto, Targum, Vulgate and Saadia. The LXX. reads 
'DQi which can best be explained as a corruption of *0*3, as Delitzsch shows. 
The passage, Matt, xxrv., 37,. also points in the same direction. The external 
evidence is unusually strong ; for it is varied, extensive and harmonious. *J0O 
has the strongest documentary evidence, and is at the root of all the readings, 
and best explains them all. It is also the more difficult reading ; for the scribe 
would naturally write HJ *0> i n accordance with the next clause. The cor- 
rect Massoretic text is therefore ^ fifrft llJ *0*3> and th e translation should be, 
" As the days of Noah is this time, when I sware that the waters of the flood 
should no more go over the earth, so I swear that I will not be wroth with thee, 
nor rebuke thee." The margin of the R. V. gives it correctly, but the R. V. itself 
neglects the documentary evidence in its favor, and the American Revisers would 
blot the correct reading from the margin. 

(d) The Revisers do not correct the Massoretic accents by the Ancient Ver- 
sions. The Ancient Versions were all made from unaccented MSS. Their read- 
ings must be explained. They can be explained only by blotting out the accents 
from the original text, and then determining, on the principles of Textual 
criticism, what is the proper divisions of the verses. If this first principle of the 
Textual criticism of the Old Testament had been followed, and the third law of 
intrinsic probability had been obeyed, who can doubt that the refrain of Ps. xlii., 
5, would have been given correctly ? The Massoretic text points • yjfl fij? W 
♦rfrtf. but the original text was certainly ♦ffjJO *Jfl ftf? W- 

Here again the margin gives the correction ; the R. V. itself does not obey 
the laws of Textual criticism, but adheres to the Massoretic text in spite of them;, 
and the American Revisers would remove the correct reading from the margin. 

(6) The chief mistakes of the points are in the parallelism of Hebrew Poetry. 
"We have already given a number of examples of this in the Presbyterian Beview 
(July, '85). We shall confine ourselves here to a single example. 

Psalm cxuv. is made up of two distinct psalms. It is noteworthy that the 
Revisers give a space between the two pieces, after verse 11. The difference is 
more distinct in Hebrew, owing to the rhythmical movement ; verses 1-11 are trim- 



* We Insert the Maqqephs in accordance with the requirements of the rhythm, here and else- 
where, and disregard the Maqqephs of the Massoretic system, which were employed for purposes- 
of cantillation. The lines are pentameters, composed of 3+2, or 2+3 accented words. 
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eters, but verses 12-15 are pentameters. The parallelisms of the Revisers show 
the increased length of the lines in verses 12, 13 ; but in verses 14, 15 they are 
misled by the accents, and miss the rhythm. Cheyne (Book of Psalms, 1884) rec- 
ognizes the movement, and also sees that the Massoretic text is corrupt in the 
last half of the fifth line. We venture to insert the rare word ?\J, of Job v., 5, 
and Prov. xxn., 5, "thorn-hedge," and with the suflSx IJMy after r*")£3- The 
LXX. implies some such word by its rendering mraizTUjia <ppayftov. Any one can 
see how easy it would be for a copyist to leave out |\f or )y\)£ between V"l£j and 
?*J$1> especially in rapid reading aloud. It is also our opinion that JJ> (rDOJJ') 
is a representative of an older *1JJ^{< used in the poem. The Revisers make the 
last four lines into five, thus : 

" When our oxen are well laden (two words); 
When there is no breaking in, and no going forth (three words), 
And no outcry in our streets (three words); 
Happy is the people, that is in such a case (four words): 
Tea, happy is the people, whose God is the Lord (four words).*' 

The arrangement should be, 

omiyjD d^-ud vjnoo via -mm* 

"?yn mm rosno rrmo vnua 

j^Tti fro bwbq d'nVo wm 

wrvmra nor© rnfi^co uawf 

wnarro rims pro nron» pro 

t> roo "w» oyn na>K 

vtfat mrr ipk oyn new 

"We would translate : 
" When our sons are as plants,— grown up in their youth ; 
Our daughters as corner-stones, — hewn after the fashion of a palace ; 
Our garners full, — affording all manner of store ; 
Our sheep bringing forth thousands — ten thousands in our fields ; 
Our kine great with young ; — there is no breaking in through our thorn-hedges ; 
And there is no going forth to war,— and no cry of alarm in our streets ; 
Happy the people,— when it is so to them : 
Happy the people— when Jahveh is their god." 

(2) The vowel points do not belong to the original text. There are two sys- 
tems, — the Babylonian and Palestinian, both represented in the MSS. now acces- 
sible to Hebrew scholars. They go back upon an earlier and simpler system, like 
the Arabic and Syriac. The chief Ancient Versions were made from texts with- 
out vowel points. The principles of Textual criticism require us, therefore, to 
build on a text without the points. 

(o) The American Revisers agree to the change of points of '"IJO, Ps. xxn. , for 
they acknowledge that "the Hebrew text, as pointed, reads, like a lion," and yet they 
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propose to strike from the margin the " Sept., Vulg. and Syr.," which support the 
reading they have adopted. The change of points is sustained by the Versions, 
but not by documentary authority of Hebrew MSS. The Complutensian text, 
and a few others, read flfO- But the * best accounts for all the facts of the case, 
and the word, by different points, is capable of the two interpretations. But we 
cannot see that there is here any " imperative necessity " to depart from the Mas- 
soretic points, or even an instance of " extreme difficulty." It is indeed nothing 
more than " a very probable " correction of the text, such as the English Revisers 
tell us they would place in the margin. 

(6) The American Revisers also consent to the change of the construct *13"10 
into the absolute "1310, in Ps. lxxv., 6, in order to get the rendering of theR.V. 
" Nor yet from the south cometh lifting up." The margin is " Or, from the wilder- 
ness of mountains, cometh judgment." There is the documentary evidence of 50 
MSS. and Kimchi, for this change ; Baer follows them in his text of the Psalms, 
but the Massoretic MSS. are decidedly for "13*lft. The LXX., Vulg. and Symm. 

t : • 

give " wilderness of mountains," and are against the change. It was more nat- 
ural for the scribe to point with Qamee here, as in the two previous words ; the 
construct is the more difficult reading. Two of the three laws of Textual criti- 
cism count against the change. Intrinsic probability is rather in its favor. There 
is no necessity, however, in this case for departing from the A. V., and the Re- 
visers, according to their principles, ought not to have made the change. Cheyne, 
and De "Witt, two of the Revisers, rightly adhere to the Massoretic text, in their 
versions. 

(c) In Hos. vii., 5, the R.V. gives "the princes made themselves sick with the 
heat of wine ;" the margin "According to many ancient versions began to be heated 
with wine." The difference is in the pointing. l^fT! or I^ITl Hitzig rightly 
says upon this passage, " Since all the ancient versions read l^hH, and the pas- 
sage vin., 10 is a close parallel, we reject the Jewish points, whose sense in other 
respects is not suited to the context." The margin and the text ought to have 
changed places. If, now, we turn to vin., 10, we find that the Revisers reject 
the A. V. " shall sorrow a little," and placed it in the margin, and render " begin 
to be minished." In order to this, they follow the usual Massoretic Vv>n*V ( we P re " 
sume), although they render it as "J consecutive of perfect, and they take t2}7D as 
an infinitive. But the Codices Bab. and Erfurt 3 read V?FW) and this imperfect 
with weak waw is sustained by LXX., Symm., Theod., Vulg., and is best suited 
to the syntactical construction of the context, and D#D is an adverb. If we 
render the verb " begin," and 0,JfiD as an adverb, it is necessary to regard the 
clause as pregnant, and supply a verb. None more suitable can be found than 
those supplied by the LXX. umaaovaw, and Vulg. quiescent. 

{d) But there are very many passages in which internal evidence calls for a 
change in the pointing. Thus Ps. l. is a beautiful pentameter of three strophes. 
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The first strophe has eight lines, verses 1-6 ; the second, ten lines, verses 7-15 ; 
the third, ten lines, verses 16-23. If, now, we examine the second strophe, we 
find it to be throughout an address to the people of God, with a concluding exhor- 
tation in two lines, 

■fro p^jfr D^tn rrnn (D'tfTtf?)* pot 
♦rosrn ybm rnif o w *xnp\ 

The third strophe is an address to the wicked, with a concluding warning, 

rrnn ror ^o-jw rpcox |s 
trrfw jwa larw -rrroBn wiiy 

The Massoretic text points |"|Df here as a participle, and divides the verse at 
*^"03*- I* also gives the clause with Jt) in the previous verse. If, now, we 
point |"Qf as imperative, we find that the wicked,.as well as the people of God, 
are exhorted to offer a thank-offering ; and if we make the second line begin with 
IJJ'OO*, the wicked are exhorted to glorify God, as the righteous had been in the 
second line which closed the previous strophe. We see, then, that the exhorta- 
tion is urged in the first line by a warning which reminds us of Ps. n., 12, and 

e 

in the second line, in the introverted parallelism, by a promise which goes back 
upon the promise of the closing line of the previous strophe. It seems, then, that 
we have here two forms of a refrain, which marks the close of the two strophes, 
and it would appear that the first strophe is just two lines short, on account of the 
absence of this refrain, which has been omitted, as frequently elsewhere in the 
Psalter. Cf. Ps. xlvi., 3. 

(3) The original Hebrew text, upon which the Ancient Versions were based, 
and which is the essential thing to be determined in Textual criticism, was alto- 
gether without points. It was a consonant text. But even this needs to be de- 
termined by a thorough revision of the Massoretic K'thibh, by a careful study of 
MSS., the Massora, the Ancient Versions, and citations, and the conditions 
of the text itself. The rules of external and internal evidence should be applied 
with scientific accuracy and precision. 

(a) The American Bevisers agree to the change of the consonants 'j^H into 
73Ni m 1 Sam. vi., 18, as Dr. Chambers says, " one of the few instances in which 
the existing Hebrew text is corrected, on the authority of the Early Versions, the 
internal evidence in their favor being overwhelming." Here Dr. Chambers seems 
to use the internal evidence to strengthen the external evidence of the Versions. 
But he has said that " conjectural emendation is worthless," and that the Versions 
are of uncertain authority. How can two such weak reasons make a strong one ? 
But there are other examples of departure from the Massoretic text which the 
American Bevisers allow. 



* This divine name is probably a prosaic addition. It is quite frequent, in Hebrew Poetry, 
that divine names are inserted, against the original rhythm. 
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(6) In Isa. ix., 2, they follow the Q'ri i 1 ?, and reject the K'thibh J**?- Tne 
Bab. Codex agrees with the western codices here. The Peshitto, Targum and 
Saadia agree with the Q'ri; but Symmachus and the Vulgate are with the K'thibh. 

The LXX. gives it to ■K'Kuarov top law 8 Karfryayec h zvtypotsvvi) rrov. The document- 
ary evidence is in favor of the K'thibh, and the Versions are divided. Following 
the example of the LXX., several modern critics change the text to ^JHf, as 
Selwyn, or rfj^j"!, as Krochmal and Cheyne. The Q'ri is easy ; but the "j 4 ? 
would be in an unnatural position, and apparently superfluous to the sense 
and the rhythm. If we render " whose joy thou didst not increase," as Hitzig, 
Hengst., et al., we have a contrast which is in accord with vm., 23. The tffy is 
the more difficult reading, and is to be preferred on that account. The three 
great critical principles count for $?. There is no such " imperative necessity " 
for departing from the K'thibh as the American Kevisers require. Textual Criti- 
cism sustains the K'thibh. 

There are very many textual changes which ought to have been made from 
better critical authority. 

(c) Ps. lxyiii., 23 is given by the K. V. : 

"That thou mayest dip thy foot in blood, 
That the tongue of thy dogs may have its portion from thine enemies." 

The Massoretie text is: 

d-d f?n prion ]$tii 

The English Eevisers change W"?Oil into fWfi> and iniO mto IftiO- 
The American Kevisers agree to the rendering of the last line. They may 
have followed Perowne, in taking IJlJO as a noun, |Q with the archaic nominal 
suffix in ; but there is no lexical authority for such a word as ?Q = " portion." 
It is better to correct the text by a single letter, to get a good word, than to keep 
the text and forge a word. The rendering " portion " we presume comes from 
1A30> which the Kevisers saw to be a proper change in the text. But it is not 
a necessary change. The A. V. renders IHJO ^ preposition ?Q with suffix, " in 
the same." Some interpreters supply a verb, and render drink "of it," or "of 
them." External authority for the change of text, and corresponding change 
of rendering, is wanting. The internal evidence is probable, but not necessary. 
The other change of VflD i n *° PITT which the American Revisers reject, has 
strong evidence in its favor. Several Versions, such as LXX., Vulgate and Syr- 
iac, give external evidence for it. It is easy to explain a copyist changing VtT\ 
into f*f7D> owing to the VtlD of verse 22. Moreover, intrinsic probability is so 
strongly in favor of the change, that the American Revisers are forced to supply 
the very verb which they decline to find in the original; so that they render 
"crush them, dipping." 
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(<Z) Psalm vin., 1 is rendered by R. V., " Who has set thy glory upon the 
heavens." The American Revisers allow it to stand, and yet object to the margin 
" so some ancient versions," which justifies it. The Massoretic text cannot be 
rendered in that way. There is no documentary evidence for the change in Hebrew 
MSS. We must go to the Versions. These require us to change H^D i nto nfinJ- 
There is, however, an easier change of ff^fl ilux> MJfli suggested by Ewald, and 

t : T T 

followed by Riehm and others", which retains the K'thibh, and only changes a 
single point. This commends itself to our judgment as best explaining all the 
facts of the case. 

(e) The current Massoretic text reads in Hos. n., 22, Jflfp JIN fi}H*- This 
is supported by the LXX. But the Babylonian Codex reads JTtf-p ^{< O fiJTT- 
This is supported by the Vulgate " quia ego Dominus." The authority of the 
documents and the Versions is divided. Cheyne refers to the usage of Hosea 
elsewhere as an internal evidence in favor of the common text ; but it seems to 
us that the context of chap. n. is decisive for ffVV *2kt 'D' on account of the 
contrast between '^J^J and *&$, and the removal of the name ^3 as a lawful 
name of Israel's God, in order to the use of j"f|iT. 

if) The Massoretic text of Hos. v., 11, is Itf HlfN "frfl ; *"** the LXX - and 
Peshitto read XW- This better reading is mentioned in the margin. The omis- 
sion of the X was an easy scribal error, in the unaccented text, which read 
'.JN1 NIB* HI7N- The omission of the tf would force the change of \ff to "£■ 

(g) Psalm xxxn., 5, is somewhat difficult of construction. The difficulty is 
removed if, with Hupfeld, we transfer »j"nDN from the second line to the first 
line of the verse, and read, 

♦rvM-tf? wi tjttw »nwan ♦mat 
♦nwDirpy rww-rrnw rnrr 1 ? <$&&+>$ rrm 

The Revisers ignore the difficulty by rendering the imperfect "U^TIN " I ac- 
knowledged," which is contrary to good grammar as well as to the parallel mitf, 
which they render " I will confess." The ♦motf must De supplied in sense, in 
order to translate correctly. 

[h) Psalm lxxii. is composed of three strophes. The strophes begin with im- 
peratives or jussives, e. g., ffj, verse 1 ; 1TY% verse 8 ; ♦J-| v l* verse 15 ; which then 
pass over into future indicatives, e. g., 1-7, 8-14, 15-17. These jussives are ig- 
nored in the Revised Version, where they are all rendered as futures. The 
margin proposes to ignore the indicatives, and translate all as jussives, ignoring 
the difference in form. The strophes are uniform, save that the middle one has 
an extra line. When we compare the line 

V? *w }w »3jn ywo p»3K "W o 
with job xxix., 12, t> iry tfn Dim jne>o ♦# d"?dn »a, 

we see that it is a free reproduction of it. The clause with VJ is different from 
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all the other clauses of the previous and the subsequent context, which are all 
clauses of direct statement in future indicatives in progressive parallelism. We 
cannot escape the conclusion that the line has come into the text from a marginal 
note, and that it should be stricken out. 

(i) Ezekiel xxi., 31, is rendered by the A. V., "Bemove the diadem, and 
take off the crown : this shall not be the same : exalt him that is low, and abase 
him that is high." The K. V. substitutes "mitre" for "diadem," "be no more 
the same " for " not be the same," " exalt that " for " exalt him," and " abase 
that " for " abase him." The E. V. gives in the margin " I will remove," etc., for 
" Kemove," etc., and " Heb., not this " for " no more the same." The American 
Revisers do not object to the R. V. 

The Massoretic text gives three infinitive constructs, "VDJli D*~)r!i an d 
^iDtJTf) an d one infinitive absolute CO??!- Tn e A. V., R. V., margin of R. V. and 
American Revisers all follow the Versions against the Massoretic text, and point 
these four forms alike as infinitive absolutes. The text renders the infinitive 
absolutes as imperatives, the margin as first person of imperfect ; either of which 
is correct if the forms be really infinitive absolutes. There is a clear inconsist- 
ency here between the one infinitive absolute and the three infinitive constructs, 
but the textual principle of consistency requires that we should correct the one 
infinitive absolute after the three infinitive constructs, rather than the reverse. 
Hence Ewald renders : 

"Zuentfernen ist derKopfbund und wegzunehmen die Krone ! das ist nicht 
das ! das Medrige ist zu erhohen und das Hohe zu erniedrigen ! " 

There is certainly here no "imperative necessity" or any "extreme diffi- 
culty," to require a departure from the Massoretic text and a following of the 
Versions. Ewald is here stricter in his adherence to conservative critical princi- 
ples than the Revisers. 

Furthermore, we are constrained to inquire why the Revisers did not give the 
" that" of the clause " exalt that which is low " in italics, in order to show that 
this word was not in the text, and that it was of the nature of an interpretation. 
The A. V. is more careful here ; for although they interpret differently, they give 
their interpretation in italics, and render "him that is low " and "him that is hihg." 
The same objection may fairly be taken to the rendering " This shall be no more 
the same," as against the more careful A. V., " this shall not be the same." " No 
more " is an interpretation. The Hebrew gives simply the negative J^, as the 
margin " Hebrew, not this." 

The R. V. leaves the A. V. "I will overturn, overturn, overturn it; this 
also shall be no more," in its inexactness. The margin "An overthrow, overthrow, 
overthrow will I make it " ought to have gone into the text. And the last clause 
ought to have been rendered correctly. rPH K*? DNf DJ cannot be rendered 
" this also shall be no more." The verb is perfect and masculine, and cannot 
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have a feminine subject before it, or be rendered as future. The J"|}$J QJ| belongs 
to the previous clause, and ffifj $J to the following. This is clear from the dif- 
ference in gender. 

(h) Psalm lxxxvii. is a charming little pentameter, whose movement es- 
capes the Revisers. We shall arrange it correctly, and then arrange it as the 
Eevisers translate. It should be arranged 

mrr* an** trip niro vmo* 

apjr rMatra tao p»x *w 

D»rf?«n it *p "la-ro nroaj 

♦jr^ ^aai am *ok 

Dt^-m* nr rD-Dj^nin nrthQ run 

na-m* b»ki b»n *tdk» pnfri 

rrirr p'ty rraia* wm 

Dtp-fr rrr o*oy ainaa "isd* 

*p wyo ^a o^na cmn 

This arrangement disregards the accents which separate verses 1 and 2. The 
margin of the Revision is correct here. We also remove HliT from verse 6 to the 
close of verse 5. The Massoretic text reads ""Q *JUfJp "ja = " a11 mv fountains 
are in thee." But the LXX. mrouda, and the Vulgate habitatio imply a different 
pointing, *J*JflD = " dwellers in thee," a construct of participle pj^ lo dwell. 

Accordingly, we translate : 

"His foundation in the holy mountains Jahveh is loving ; 
The gates of Zion more than all the tabernacles of Jacob. 
Glorious things are being spoken in thee, city of God. 
I mention Rahab and Babylon as belonging to them that know me ; 
Behold Philistia and Tyre with Ethiopia, this one was born there, — 
Yea, as belonging to Zion, it is said, One and another was born in her. 
And He himself establishes her — the Most High, Jahveh, 
He counts, in writing up the people, This one was born there, 
And singing as well as dancing are all who dwell in thee." 

The Revisers arrange the Psalm : 

BHp-nnna vttid* 

\vt-nyv mr ar?K 

apy* nuat?D *?aD 

"p "iaib rrnaaj 

amfrxn yy 

Ttf> ^aai am *on 

ena-ny Tun rwhb ran 

D&y-m* nt 

ro-fr e>w b»n ion* pnfri 

p>ty nmy Kim 
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dc-iV rrr 
o^ro onen 

Any one can see that there is no poetry here. 

The Eevisers seem capricious in their treatment of Hebrew Poetry for (1) 
"their arrangement of the parallel lines is not in accord with the laws of Hebrew 
Poetry, (2) they neglect the poetry of the prophets altogether, (3) they make the 
Old Testament discordant with the New Testament, for the Eevisers of the New 
Testament Version give the parallelisms of the poetic extracts from the proph- 
ets, and at times differ from the Old Testament Company in the parallelisms, 
that both have given, e. g., Heb. in., 9 ; Mark xu., 36 ; Acts n., 17. 

We have given a sufficient number of examples to show that the attitude of 
the Revised Version to the Textual criticism of the Old Testament is an incon- 
sistent and untenable one. The Eevisers appear not to have followed the well 
established rules of Textual criticism. They have neglected to build on a correct 
Hebrew text; they have not sought a correct Massoretic text; they have departed 
from the current Massoretic text in a few cases, but with caprice, making depart- 
ures that were not necessary, according to their own restrictions, and which are 
not sustained by the laws of Textual criticism, and yet declining to make changes 
which the rules of Textual criticism imperatively demand. The Textual criticism 
of the Old Testament is in its infancy. It is desirable that the defects of the 
Revised Version, in this respect, should arouse Hebrew scholars and the general 
Christian public to a realization of what needs to be done, and to an earnest 
resolve and an enthusiastic endeavor to accomplish the work. A Christian Bible- 
loving people will never be satisfied with a version which does not rest upon a 
thoroughly revised and carefully sifted Hebrew text. 



